STATE OF ILLINOIS
ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION

ON ITS OWN MOTION ; 00-0337
-VS - : 00-0338

CONSUMERS ILLINOIS WATER COMPANY . 00-0339
; (Consolidated)

Proposed general increase in water rates

AFFIDAVIT OF STEVEN R. KNEPLER

STATE OF ILLINCIS
SS

COUNTY OF SANGAMON

|, Steven R. Knepler, being duly sworn on oath state that | am the same Steven
R. Knepler identified in the following exhibits:

ICC Staff Exhibit 2.00 (direct testimony consisting of a cover page; 16 pages of
text in guestion-and-answer form; and Schedules 2.01 K, 201V, 201 W, 202
K, 202V, 2.02W,203K,203V,203W, 204K,204V,205K, 205V, and
2.05 W) and

ICC Staff Exhibit 9.00 (rebuttal testimony consisting of a cover page; 16 pages of
text in question-and-answer form; and Schedule 9.01 K);

that | have prepared the above exhibits and am familiar with the contents thereof; and
that the above exhibits are true and correct to the best of my knowledge as of the date
hereof.

Further affiant sayeth not.

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before
me this 14" day of November, 2000.

NOTARY PUBLIC

OFFICIAL SEAL :
SANDRA 5. SCHMOHE ¢
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINOIS
MY GOMISSION EXPIRES 4-20-2003




Docket Nos. 00-0337, 00-0338, 00-0339
Consolidated
|CC Staff Exhibit 2.00

DIRECT TESTIMONY

OF

STEVEN R. KNEPLER
ACCOUNTING DEPARTMENT
FINANCIAL ANALYSIS DIVISION

ILLINOIS COMMERCE COMMISSION -

CONSUMERS ILLINOIS WATER COMPANY

DOCKET NOS. 00-0337, 00-0338, 00-0339
Consolidated

AUGUST 31, 2000




Docket Nos. 00-0338, 00-0338, 00-
0339 Consolidated
ICC Staff Exhibit 2.00

Withegsddentification-
2 Q Please state your name-and business.address. .

4 A My name is Steven R. Knepler. My business address is 527 East Capitol

5 Avenue, Springfield, lllinois 62701.
7 Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

9 A | am a Supervisor-in the Accounting Department-of the Financial-Analysis
10 Division of the tllinois Commerce Commission {*Commission’).

11

12 Q. What is the function of the Accounting Department of the lllinois
13 Commerce Commission?

14

15 A The Department's function is to monitor the financial condition of public

16 utilities as part of the Commission’s responsibilities under Article IV of the
17 Public Utilities Act (“the Act”} and to provide accounting expertise on matters
18 before the Commission.

19

20 Q. Please describe your background and professional.affiliation.

21
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2 A | graduated from lllincis State University with a Bachelor of Science Degree
23 in Accounting. | am a Certified Public Accountant, licensed to practice in
24 llinois. | have been employed by the Commission since January 1982.. Prior
25 to my employment, | served as an auditor for another State Agency.

27 Q. Have you previously testified before this Commission?

29 A, Yes, | have.

30

31 Q. What are your responsibilities in this case?

32

3 A | have been assigned to this case by the Director of the Accounting

34 Department of the lllinois: Commerce Commission. | am to review:the filing:
35 of Consumers llinois Water Company (';CIWC” or “Company”), analyze the

36 underlying data, and propose adjustments when appropriate.

37

38 Purpose of Testimony
3 Q. What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?

40
4 A The purpose of my testimony is to present my position on some of the issues-

42 in the Company's Proposed General Increase in Water Rates and to

43 propose adjustments to the Company's related test year rate base and
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44 operating statement. | am sponsoring testimony regarding the following
45 areas: incentive compensation, political and lobbying expense, rate-case-
46 expense, social and service club membership dues, and promotional-

47 advertising.
48

49 Q. Are you sponsoring any schedules as part of ICC Staff Exhibit 2.007?

51 A Yes. | am sponsoring the following schedules as part of ICC Staff Exhibit

52 2.00:

53 Schedule 2.01(K), (V), (W) Adjustment to Incentive Compensation
54 Expense

55

56 Schedule 2.02(K), (V), (W) Adjustmentto Political and Lobbying
57 Expense

58

59 Schedule 2.03(K), (V). (W) Adjustment to Regulatory Commission.
60 Expense

61

62 Schedule 2.04(K), {V) Adjustmentto Social and Service Club
63 Membership Dues

64

65 Schedule 2.05(K), (V) (W) Adjustment to Demonstration Selling,
66 Advertising, and Miscellaneous Sales
67 Expense

68

o Q. Please explain the “(K)”, “(V)” and “(W)” suffixes which appeas:in. .

70 your schedule numbers.

71
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Consumers lllinois Water Company has filed for rate increases for three
operating divisions: Kankakee Water Division, Vermilion County (Water}
Division, and Woodhaven Water Division. The*(K)” suffix identifies a
schedule which pertains to the Kankakee Water Division. The (V)" suffix
identifies a schedule which pertains to the Vermilion County Division. The

“(W)” suffix identifies a schedule which pertains to the Woodhaven Water

Division.

Incentive Compensation

Please describe Schedules 2.01 (K), (V), and (W), Adjustment to

Incentive Compensation Expense.

Schedules 2.01 (K)r, (V), and- (W) set: forth my- adjustments to- both. the-
expensed and capitalized portions of Incentive Compensation for Kankakee,
Vermilion, and Woodhaven Divisions. In response to Staff Data Request
WH/ALL-003, the Company states:

The Company budgets for incentive compensation with the
assumption of achieving 100% of the targets.

However, as illustrated on page:3 of Schedule 2.01, overthe last 3 years, the
Company averaged only 93.44% of budgeted Incentive Compensation
actually paid out as a resuit-of achieving targeted. goals: My-adjustment

reduces the amounts for Incentive Compensation to reflect the prior history of
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attaining the goals set by the Company for payment of the bonus. If the
incentive amounts are forfeited because of non-attainment of specified
goals, the amounts would go to the shareholders because the proposed
costs would continue to be recovered in rates, whether or not the goals are
met. The average 93.44% “goals met” realized over the last three years
would be more indicative of the success rate of the goals that will be met
rather than the 100% success rate projected by the Company. Therefore, |
am proposing that 93.44% of the Company's budgeted incentive

compensation be included in test year expense. The details of my

adjustments are shown on Schedules 2.01(K}, (V) and (W).

Political and Lobbying Expense

Q.

A

Please describe Schedules 2.02(K), (V) and (W), Adjustment:to

Political and Lobbying Expense.

Schedules 2.02(K), (V) and (W) identify specific political contributions and/or
lobbying expenses which are charged to the (lllinois) CIWC Corporate cost
center and allocated to the divisions through the expense “Contractual
Services - Management.” Such lobbying and/or political expenses are
specifically excluded in Section 9-224 of the Public Utilities Act for the
purpose of determining any rate or charge. Scheduies 2.02(K), (V), and (W)

eliminate political and lobbying expense from the test year.
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Rate Case Expense

Q.

Please describe the Company proposed recovery of rate case

expense:

The Company's rate case expense recovery proposal consists of three
components. First, the Company is proposing to recover expenses related
to the preparation of the current case. Second, for the Kankakee and
Vermilion Divisions, the Company is requesting that it be allowed to recover
rate case expense not fully recovered from prior rate cases. Third, the
Company is requesting Commission approval to refroactively recover a

portion of rate case expense related to a water rate case for the Candlewick

Division (Consumers lllinois Water Company, Docket No. 99-0288, Order
Date March 1, 2000). Additionally, the Company is proposing an 18-month
amortization period for the Kankakee Division and 3-year amortization

periods for the Vermilion and Woodhaven Divisions.

Which components of the Company rate expense proposal are

appropriate for recovery?

Only expenses related to the current rate case and any unrecovered or
unamortized rate case expense previously approved by the Commission are

appropriate for recovery. In other words, components 1 and 2 above are
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139 appropriate, but the expense related to the most recent Candlewick water
140 rate case (Docket-No. 99-0288) is not because it is not-a test year expense.
141 The test year.is a measure of operations and -investment for a specific
142 twelve-month period. The test year in this proceeding is the forecasted year
143 2001. None of the expense related to Docket 99-0288 will be incurred in
144 2001." Under the test year rules, the Company would be permitted to include
145 in the 2001 test year, revenues and expenses which will be incurred in 2001.
146 However, in this proceeding the Company is not only requesting recovery of
147 expenses to be incurred in the 2001 test. year; but also those related to
148 another test year (2000), and to a Division which is not part of this
149 proceeding. If the Company is allowed recovery of an expense related to
150 prior periods, the result is a distorted test year (i.e., the recovery of expenses
151 from two test years). The Company has chosen the test year projected
152 revenues and expenses related to 2001. Clearly, the Company's proposal is
153 a test year violation and should be denied.

154

155 Q. Besides being a test year violation are there other reasons why the
156 Company should not be allowed recovery of the rate case expense
157 incurred in-99-0288%7"

138

' Consumers lllincis Water Company selected a 2000 future test year in Docket No. 99-0288,




139
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174

175

176

177

178

179

130

181

182

183

184
135

Docket Nos. 00-0339, 00-0338, 00-
0339 Consolidated
ICC Staff Exhibit 2.00 -
The Company did not, in Docket No. 99-0288, receive permission to defer
and recover from other divisions, expenses related to the most recent
Candlewick rate case. The Uniform System of Accounts (USOA} states that
Account 186 is used to record amounts authorized by the Commission:
Account 186, Miscellaneous Deferred Debits
This account shall include all debits not elsewhere provided for, such
as miscellaneous work in process, losses on disposal of property net

of income taxes, deferred by authorization of the Commission,
unusual or extraordinary expenses and regulatory assets resulting

from rate making actions, not included in other accounts, which are in
the process of amortization, and items the proper final dispositions of
which is uncertain (USOA, Account 186,.emphasis added). .

The Company’'s use of Account 186 to record cost in anticipation of

Commission approval is improper. Account 186 is to be used only for those

amounts authorized by the Commission.

The Company is claiming that the software development cost from
Docket No. 99-0288 is appropriate for recovery in this proceeding.

What were the relevant conditions surrounding Docket No. 99-02887

The conditions surrounding the presentation of Docket No. 99-0288 are as

follows:

1).  The Company had lost the services of an accountant with-more
that 20-years of experience who had participated-in numerous
rate cases.
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The main accounting witness had been with the Company for
approximately one year and had no prior utility accounting.or
rate case experience.

The Candlewick ratepayers were opposed to the- rate

increase, and had made several complaints to their -State:
representative regarding the proposed rate increase. in fact,

Staff attended at least one meeting regarding the rate increase

in the representative’soffice in Rockford, Hlinois.

The Company had originally planned to file a rate increase for
three, and possibly as many as four divisions. The filing made
in Docket No. 99-0288 was only for the Candlewick Water
Division, one of the Company’s smaller divisions, consisting of
approximately 2,500 customers.

The Company's cost of preparing the case was overbudget.
The Company spent $430,612 on a rate case involving 2,500
customers or approximately $172 per customer. The
Company had originally budgeted $300,000. The Company
was overbudget in all categories of rate case expense except
one (cost of service study). By contrast, Docket No. 97-0351,
one of Company's last rate cases using a historical test
involving 5 divisions and approximately 45,171 customers,
cost $585,000 or approximately $13 per customer.

The Company did not have a contract with SPI Energy Group
to develop software and did not engage SPI to develop
software. SPl was engaged to assist with the filing
requirements for a forecasted test year.

The work product that SPI provided is not software in the
traditional meaning. SPI did not write any original software
code in a software language such as cobol, fortran or C++.
SPI did develop spreadsheet templates or files for which the
two principals of SPI were paid $195 per hour. A#:the-
requirements for these schedules are - stated-in' the-filing
requirements.

-The $430,612 of rate. case expense Consumers:incurred-for:

99-0288 was more than the revenues at present rates for the
Candlewick Water Division ($391,488).
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9) Of the $116,366 in deferred rate case expense, 57% or
$66,621 is attributable to legal fees, not software-program
development expenses.

What was the-Company's originally rate case-expense.projection-for

Docket No. 99-0288 and what was the final cost?

The Company had originally budgeted, $300,000 for Docket No. 99-0288, a
rate case for one division consisting of approximately 2,500 customers.
Staff probosed limiting rate case-expense to $200,000. In-total the-:Company
stated that it spent $430,612. Of the $430,612, Order 99-0288 permitted the
Company to recover $314,246. The recovery of the remaining $116,366 is
in dispute, a portion of which the Company is proposing to allocate to the
Kankakee, Vermilion and Woodhaven ratepayers and recover as the third
component of rate case expense in this proceeding. Furthermore, if a
settlement could have been agreed to in Docket No. 99-0288, the Company
had offered to limit rate case expense to $200,000. By contrast, in Docket
No. 97-0351, a rate case involving 5 divisions and approximately 45,171
customers, the Company requested $585,000 for rate expense. In the
instant case the Company is projecting rate case expense of $339,876 for 3

divisions consisting of 44,468 customers.

10
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When did the Company disclose that a portion of the rate case
expense incurred in Docket No. 99-0288 was for the development of-

computer software?

The Company in rebuttal first disclosed that part of the expenses incurred in
Docket No. 99-0288 were for the development of software. The Company
claimed that the software would benefit other divisions in meeting future test
year requirements. Furthermore, according to the Company, ‘it was
necessary to develop an entirely new set of filing scheduies; presented.in a
different format, and containing substantialty more information than the
schedules which had been required in past rate cases involving the standard
filing requirements in 83 Iil. Admin. Code 285 (the "Old Filing

Requirements”).” (Order 99-0288, p.17, emphasis added)

The Company failed to mention that it is a major water utility that has been in
existence over 100 years (established 18886), it is part of a larger corporation
operating in several states and that the stock of its parent company is traded
on the New York Stock Exchange. A company-with these resources.should-
have been able to present a rate case without relying on outside consultants
to the extent that CIWC did in Docket No. 29-0288. The Company’s
statements lead one to .believe that it could not modify the existing schedules

(used in rate case filings), that it had never filed a rate case, or at least one

11
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using a future test year, and that the proposed 285 filing required a overhaul
of the- Company’s computer and budgeting process. However, the
schedules filed by the. Company in this proceeding appear strikingly similar

to those filed in Docket No. 87-0351.

Do you consider the Company’s “software development argument”

plausible?

No. | believe the Company did not have a sufficient number of experienced
personne! to prepare and present a rate case, which caused the Company to
rely on outside consultants and eventually resulted in rate case costs
overruns. First, the determination of the $116,366 deferred amount appears
to be arbitrary. As SP{ was the consultant hired to develop software for the
Candiewick Division, presumably the deferred amount should be the
difference between the original budget amount ($38,503) and its final amount
billed to Consumers for SPI's service ($84,741), or $46,238. Second, the
Company’s curiousiy chose not fo disclose that SPi was developing software
until the rebuttal stage of the proceeding. Third, the Company failed to
provide a copy of the contract and other supporting documentation to verify

the cost of the “software” as the Candlewick record indicates.

Mr. Weging: Q. [For Commission Staff] | believe you have in
your hand what is the company’s response to
staff data request TEM-030 and that requested
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that all engagement letters, contracts, billings
and other supporting documents-be-previded to
Staff

Mr. Leppert A. [For the Company] Yes.

Mr. Weging Q. Taking a look at that, isn't it true that no
documentation was provided in relationship to
the SPI energy group?

Mr. Leppert A. Yes, we had no contracts, written contract with
SPI.

(Docket No. 99-0288, Tr. at 241).

For all of the above.reasons | am adjusting. the Company's rate case

expense proposal to exclude-costs from Docket No. 99-0288.

Are you making any other adjustment to the Company’s proposed

recovery of rate case expense?

Yes. | am proposing different amortization periods for the Kankakee and
Woodhaven Divisions. The Company is proposing a 1.5 year (18-month}
amortization period for the Kankakee Division. | am proposing a 3-year
amortization period based on average time interval between its two most
recent rate .orders (Docket No. 95-0342, Order Date May-8, 1996--and
Docket No. 97-0351, Order Date June 3, 1998) and the expected Order

Date in this proceeding.- The:life of these two rate-cases-span-approximately

4 years and 10 months, or approximately 2.5 years on average. Accordingly,
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324 ! consider a 3-year amortization period for the Kankakee Division
325 appropriate and reasonable.
326
27 For the Woodhaven, | am proposing a 4-year amortization period based on
3 the approximate 4-year, 4.5-month interval between the last rate order
329 (Docket No. 95-0641, Order Date October 23, 1996) and the expected
330 Order Date in this proceeding.

331

332 Q. Please describe Schedule 2.03, Adjustment to Regulatory
333 Commission Expense.

334

335 A, Schedules 2.03(K}, (V), and (W) show the details of my two adjustments to

336 the Company's rate case expense proposal. First,. is the:adjustment to
337 eliminate costs from Docket 99-0288. This adjustment reduces rate case
338 expense for all three divisions. The next adjustment increases the
339 amortization period for the Kankakee Division from the 1.5 years proposed
340 by the Company to thrée years; and from three years to four years for the
341 Woodhaven Division. |

342 Social and Service Club Dues

343 Q. Please explain Schedule 2.04, Adjustment to Social and Service Club

344 Membership Dues.

14
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| am proposing that social and service club dues that.do not directly benefit
ratepayers be denied for rate making purposes. The details of the .
adjustments for the Kankakee and Vermilion Divisions are shown on

Schedules 2.04(K) and 2.04(V) respectively.

Promotional Advertising

Q.

Please describe your Schedule 2.05, Adjustment to Demonstration

Selling, Advertising, and Miscellaneous Sales Expense.

Schedules 2.05(K), (V) and (W) show my adjustments to advertising expense
for the advertising expenses that are permissible under Section 9-225 of the
Hlinois Public Utilities Act (“Act”). The Company submitied details:-of-its-
proposed 2000 advertising expense in its business plan for the Kankakee
Division. This portion of the business plan reveals that certain advertising
expenses are either promotional or goodwill in nature and are not permitted
under the Act. From the business plan | developed a ratio of the advertising
expenses that are not allowed under the Act to the total 2000 advertising
expenses. | then applied this percentage to the total of the projected 2001
test year advertising expense t§ determine my adjustment for the Kankakee
Division. For the Vermilion and Woodhaven Divisions, | applied the

disallowance from the Kankakee Division to the 2001 test year projections in
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order to determine my adjustments. The details of these adjustments are

shown on Schedules 2.05(K), (V) and (W).

Conclusion

Q.

A

Does this conclude your prepared direct testimony?

Yes, it does.
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Schedule 2.01 (K)

Page1 of 3

Consumers lilinois Water Company-Kankakee Division
Incentive Compensation Expense Adjustment
For the Test year Ended December 31, 2001

Description Amount
. (A) (B)

Incentive Compensation Award per Staff $ 70,972
Iincentive Compensation Award per Company 75,954
Staff Adjustment to incentive Compensation Award  § (4,982)
Percentage Capitalized 9.42%
Staff Adjustment to Utility Plant in Service $ (469
Percentage Expensed 90.58%

Staff Adjustment to Employee Benefits $ (4.513)

Source
(C) .
Staff Exhibit 2.0, Schedule 2.01 (K), Page 2, Line 10
Staff Exhibit 2.0, Schedule 2.01 (K), Page 2, Line 6
Line 1- Line 2
Company Schedule C-11.8, Page 2, Col. (J)
Line 3 x Line 5

Company Schedule C-11.8, Page 2, Col. (L)

Line3xLine 9
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Page 2 of 3

Consumers lllinois Water Company-Kankakee Division
Incentive Compensation Expense Adjustment
For the Test year Ended December 31, 2001

Description

o ®
Corporate Incentive Compensation Award
Allocation Factor %
Amount Allocated to Kankakee

Kankakee Incentive Compensation Award
Tota! Incentive Compensation Budgeted

><mﬂ.mm,m Immﬁoaom_ Budget Expended

>a_.:mn._m.,._ Incentive Compensation Award

Amount Source
- (B) (C)
$ 35,664 Provided by Company during June fieldwork
42.29% Company WP-AS Page 3, Line 2
15,082 Line 1 x Line 2
60,872 Provided by Company during June fieldwork
75,954 Line 3+ Line 5
93.44% Staff Exhibit 2.0, Schedule 2.01 (K), Page 3, Line 13
$ 70,972 Line6 xLine 8
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Page 3 of 3

Consumers lilinois Water Ooa.umi-xm:xmxmm Division
Incentive Compensation Expense Adjustment
For the Test year Ended December 31, 2001

Description Amount

. (o)) (B)
Incentive Compensation Paid: _
1997 $ 130,282
1998 153,672
1999 . 168,298
Total 3 year expense $ 452252
Incentive Compensation Budgeted: .
1997 5 152,000
1998 170,000
1999 162,000
Total 3 year budget $ 484,000
Average Historical Budget Expended 93.44%

1
Sum of Lines 2, 3, and 4

2
2
2
Sum of Lines 8, 9, and 10

Line 5 divided by line 11

Source 1: Company Response to Staff Data Request WH/ALL-002
Source 2: Company Response to Staff Data Request WH/ALL-003
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Schedule 2 02(K)

CONSUMERS ILLINGIS WATER COMPANY-~ KANKAKGEDIVISION. .
Adjustment to Political and Lobbying Expense::
For The Test Year Ended December 31, 2001

Account No, 675 - Miscellaneous Expense

Per Per Staff
Line Description Company Staff Adjustment
(A) (B) ©) (D)
1. James "Pate” Phillip Campaign $ 2,000 $0 $ (2,000)
2. Friends of Lee Daniels Campaign 2,000 0 (2,000)
3 Citizens for Emil Jones 2,000 0 {2,000)
4, Citizens for Phil Novak 1,050 0 {1,050)
5. Citizens for Rauchenberger 1,500 o (1,500)
6. M. Madigan : 3,000 0 (3,000)
7. Items Under $1,000 1 3,800 0 {13,800)
8. Company Total $ 25,350 $ - 3 (25,350)
9. Division Allocation Factor ' 40.8598% 40.8598% 40.8598%
10. Total Test Year Politial and Lobbying Expense $ 10,358 $ - $ {10,358)

Sources;
Lines 1-8: CIWC's 285 Filing, Schedule C-8, Page 1
Line 9: CIWC's Response to DR WH/K-007.
Line 10: Line 8 x Line 8.
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Schedule 2.03(K)
CONSUMERS ILLINOIS WATER COMPANY - KANKAKEE DIVISION
Adjustment to Regulatory Commission Expense
For Test Year Ended December 31, 2001
Per Per Staff
Line Description Companny Staff Adjustment
(A) (B) (€} D)

1. Current Rate Case Expenses (Docket No. 00-0337) $ 155,130 $ 155,130 $ -
2. Amortization of Prior Kankakee Division Rate Case

Expense from Docket Nos. 95-0342 & 97-0351 34,164 3 34,164 -
3. Allocation from Candlewick Water Rate Case .

Docket §9-0288 39,206 0  (39,206)
4, Total Rate Case Cost to be Amortized $ 228500 $ 189,294 $ (39,206)
5. Amortization Period in Years 1.5 3.0 N/A
6. Annual Rate Case Amortization Expense $ 152,333 $ 63098  § {89,235)

Sources;

Column (B): CIWC's 285 Filing, Schedule C-2.2,

Line 4: CIWC's Response to DR WH/ALL-07 and WH/ALL-G06(b).
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Schedule 2.04(K)

CONSUMERS ILLINOIS WATER COMPANY - KANKAKEE DIVISION
Adjustment to Social and Service Club Membership Dues
For Test Year Ended December 31, 2001

Account No. 675 - Miscellaneous Expense

Line Description Amount
(A) (B)
1. Kank un lub;
2. Staff Amount
3 Less: Company Amount
4. Staff Adjustment
Sources;

Line 2: Public Utilities Act, Section 9-224.
Line 3: CIWC's 285 Filing, Schedule C-6, Page 2,
Line 4: Line 2 - Line 3.
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CONSUMERS ILLINOIS WATER COMPANY - KANKAKEE DIVISION
Adjustment to Demonstration Selling, Advertising, and Miscellaneous Sales Expense

For Test Year Ended December 31, 2001

Line Description:: Amount
Ay (B)
Ac Al :
1. Total Test Year Advertising Expense . 3 27,412
2. Percent Disallowed (Line 28) -34.09%
3. Staff Adjustment $ {(9,344)
4, Computation of Disallowed Percentage: Promotional Total
5. 2000 Advertising Budget Amount Amount
6. The Harold $ 3,000.00
7. Daily Journal -. 8,000
8. City News 3,600
9 WKAN 2,000
10. WVIL 2,000
11. KAT.5S 1,000
12, Home Improvement 500
13. Home Show 1,200
14. Mall Expo 500
15. Kankakee Community College 1,000
186. Misc. (Mugs, Bottles, etc.) $ 8,000 8,000
17. Elks Pony League (sponsor) 250 250
18. Bourbannais Soccer (ad) 100 100
19. Kankakee High School 50 50
20. Lion's Littie League (ad) 60 60
21 Sponsor Little League Team 225 225
22, Kankakee Valley Colt League 450 450
23. Little League All Stars 70 70
24, Estimated 4th Quarter 2,000
25, Miscellaneous Advertising 8,000
26. Budget Reduction (15,000
27. Total 2000 Advertising $ 9,205.00 $ 27,005.00
28. Promotional Percent $- 9,205.00. = 34.09%
29. $ 27,006.00

urces.
Lines 6-27: Company Advertising Expense Workpaper,

Advertising Expense - #660, For the 2000 Business Plan.
Line 1: Company 285 Filing, Schedule C-8.
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Consumers lllinois Water Company-Vermillion Division
Incentive Compensation Expense Adjustment
For the Test year Ended December 31, 2001

Line
No. Description Amount Source
(A) (B) (C)
1 Incentive Compensation Award per Staff $ 56,465 Staff Exhibit 2.0, Schedule 2.01 (V), Page 2, Line 10
2 Incentive Compensation Award per Company 60,429 Staff Exhibit 2.0, Schedule 2.01 (V), Page 2, Line 6
3 Staff Adjustment to Incentive Compensation Award $ (3,964) Line1-Line2
4
5 Percentage Capitalized 11.80% Company Schedule C-11.8, Page 2, Col. (J)
6 _
7 Staff Adjustment to Utility Plant in Service $ (468 Line 3x Line 5
8 ,
9 Percentage Expensed 88.20% Company Schedule C-11.8, Page 2, Col. {L)
10
11 Staff Adjustment to Employee Benefits $ (3,496) Line 3 x Line 9




Line
No.

SO NOO RO

Docket No. 00-0337/00-0338/
00-0339 Consolidated

ICC Staff Exhibit 2.00
Schedule 2.01 (V)

Page 2 of 3

Consumers ___mzo__w Water Ooanm:<.<m_§m=mo= Division
Incentive Compensation Expense Adjustment
For the Test year Ended December 31, 2001

Description
(A)

Oo_..wo_.mﬁm Incentive Compensation Award

Allocation Factor %
Amount Allocated to Vermitiion

Vermillion Incentive Compensation Award
Total Incentive Compensation Budgeted

Average Historical Budget Expended

Adjusted Incentive Compensation Award

Amount Source
(B) (©)
$ 35,664 Provided by Company during June fieldwork
33.81% Company WP-A5 Page 3, Line 18
12,058 Line 1 x Line 2
48,371 Provided by Company during June fieldwork
60,429 line3 +Line5 ‘
93.44% Staff Exhibit 2.0, Schedule 2.01 (V), Page 3, Line 13
$ 56,465 Line6xLine 8
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Consumers lllinois Water Company-Vermillion Division
Incentive Compensation Expense Adjustment
For the Test year Ended December 31, 2001

Line
No. Description Amount
A (B

1 Incentive Compensation Paid:
2 1997 $ 130,282
3 1998 153,672
4 1999 168,208
5 Total 3 year expense $ 452252
6 _
7 Incentive Compensation Budgeted: _
8 1997 $ 152,000
9 1998 170,000
10 1999 162,000
11 Total 3 year budget $ 484,000
12
13 Average Historical Budget Expended 93.44%

Source
(C)

1
1
1
Sum of Lines 2, 3, and 4

2
2
2
Sum of Lines 8, 9, and 10

Line 6 divided by line 11

Source 1: Oanm3.< Response to Staff Data Request WH/ALL-002
Source 2. Company Response to Staff Data Request WH/ALL-003




